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¥ Why is it that the United States ta.kes
the inconsistent position that the State

" Department, when it comes to Latin

America and this hemisphere, cannot be-
come involved in matters within the sqv-
ereignty of these other countries and we
cannot impose our will upon these other
nations, when according to the answer
given by the gentleman in the well to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Larrp]
just a moment ago, it appears we are
imposing our will on South Vietnam?
Of course, it is common knowledge that
we did in Guatemala, in 1954, when there
was a Communist government. That
was a case in which we rendered assist-
ance to oust the Communists.

It seems to me that we have either got
to fish or cut bait. In one situation we
intervene supposedly to strengthen our
gnti~-Communist efforts but in an-
other situation where the Communist
threaten we say that we have got to
recognize their sovereignty and we can-
not intervene.

If we are to be consistent, should not
our basic policy be that we fight com-
munism wherever it oceurs, if it justifies
interference in one case should not it
Justify the same thing in another?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. At the moment I
cannot give to the gentleman an answer
to his question. I submit the gentleman
had better ask it of the proper authon-
tles.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I yield further to the
gentleman from Iowa. -

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman headed
8 committee that returned only a few
days ago from Vietnam.

Do I understand correctly that the
gentleman in his commlittee talked to
President Diem personally?

-Mr. ZABLOCKI. We did.

Mr. GROSS. And his brother, Nhu?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. We did.

‘Mr, GROSS. The gentleman and his
committee also talked to the military
commanders, American and Viethamese?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Yes, as well as leg-
islators of the Vietnam National Assem-
bly, in¢luding the President of the Na-
tional Assembly.

Mr. GROSS. At that time did the
gentleman or his committee have infor-
mation that this coup would be carried
out or was imminent and would be car-
ried out in the near future? Was therc
any indication of that?

Mr, ZABLOCKI. If there were indi-
cations we would have reported to the
full Committee on Forelgn Affairs and
Included it in our report.” There were no
such indications.
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drawing‘ to a #ose. I think it would be
appropriaiedfor us all to pause a moment
to review again the agriculfural record
of the New Frontier.

I am sorry to say that for both farm-
ers and taxpaycrs this record continues
to get worse.

Here is what we have seen recently:

The parity ratio for 1962 at 79, the
lowest level for a yvear since 1939-—Eco-
nomic Indicators, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Septenmber 1963, page 28.

Farm debt at the highest level in his-
tory—Farm debt, 1912-63, ERS, USDA,
July 1963.

Farming costs at the highest level in
history-—“‘Agricultural Prices,” Crop Re-
porting Board, U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture, September 30, 1963, page 1.

Total expenditures of $8.4 billion by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, an
all-time high, in fiscal year 1964—ap-
propriations, REA and FHA loan au-
thorizations, fiscal years 1933 through
1964, Office of Budget and Finance,
USDA, February 1963.

The greatest number of employees—
116,268—in the history of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture—“U.S. Budget,
Fiscal Year 1064,” page 422.

The fewest number of farmers—14.3
million-—in th: history of our Nation—
“Farm Income Situation,” FIS 191,
USDA, July 1963, page 37.

- An alltime low-—3.6 million—in the
number of farms in this country—*“Sta-
tistical Reporting Service,” U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture., February 28, 1963.

Farm surpiuses at continued high
levels—USDA press release 3309-63, Oc~
tober 3, 1963, shows CCC investment in
farm coemmodities al $7,256,551,380 as
of June 30, 1963. This compares to $6,~
657,026,599 a year earlier.

Farma income sliding—Ibid, 7, page 2.
Seasonally adjusted second quarter for
1963 shows net farm income at $12.6
billion or $700 million less than 1962 and
$200 million less than 1961. Page 34
shows that realized net income from
farming after excluding government pay-
ments was lower in 1962 than in 17 of
the previous 19 vears starting in 1943.

Farm legisiation bogged down in Con-
gress with only one major bill being en-
acted into law.

Farmers rejecting the administration’s
strict two-price wheat control scheme by
an overwhelming margin.

HOW D I HAPPEN?

What has happened, Mr. Speaker, to
cause all these events to franspire?
While I realize that an endless argument
can foliow from this simple question, 1
think it suffices to say that the impact of
techpology and change in agriculture is

Mr. GROSS T thank the gentleman-)'far the most important single reason,

I think that was the réport the gentle
man made to the committee
»
FARMERS AND THE NEW Fﬁoﬁ-
R—A REPORT ON THE 18T
ESSION OF THE BB’I‘H CONGRESS

The SPEAKER. U'nder previou§ dr-
der of the House, the gentleman from

Jowa [Mr HOEVEN] s recognlzed for 20

minutes.
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, now that
the 1st sessmn of the 88th Congress is

armers have been able to master the
weather, the soil, seeds, fertilizers and
qu¢1rm?nt officials, and still produce

the greatest bounty on earth. °

“Nestalgic Terden®rances are from time
to time heard concerning the so-called
golden era of agriculture when the parity
1atio was in excess of 100. World War II,
the pottwar' petiod’ and the Korean war
were, of course, the years of this golden
erg when American men were fighting

- and dying for their country.

.The wheat fields of France and the rice

paddies of Korea were growing land
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mines in the golden era and the n e fae:
that the total volume of world ccosump-
tion is now higher than it was dv ipg the
1940’s and 1950’s is testimonial cnily to
the fact that there are millions »f mor:
people on this planet now than thre wers
just a decade ago.

The actual record of the New 7viicr
on farm legislation has been disrin’.

Do you remember what the 19€: Domce -
cratic platform on agriculture ¢ aiciv

The Democratic administration wilt
to bring about full parity of income (o1
ers in all segments of agriculture t v Lelpi
them to balance farm production with l"e
expanding needs of the Nation and he worli.

Measures to this end include procucticn
and marketing quotas measured ir: werms -
barrels, bushels, and bales, loans o bas:c
commodities at not less than 90 ::ercent of
parity, production payments, comm wlity pur-
chases, and marketing orders and aj racmen:s,

What happened to this promi:e of high
prices and strict controls? Pr sent lew
is clear on the authority of 3ecretary
Freeman to set price supports ::t 90 per-
cent of parity on the basics nvw grown
under crop controls such as rice, peanuis.
cotton and wheat.

He could set these crops at {9 perceat
of parity with a stroke of his nen.  Yer
he has not—in fact, not one siagie fa:m
commodity is now or has been :upportad
at 90 percent of parity by the Kennedy
administration.

Why? The reason is simole. The
Democratic Party has repudiat :d 90 per-
cent of parity in practice b not i:
promise.

Do you remembher what Jaadid.d:
John F. Kennedy said in 196(?

Speaking at the Farmers Uaicn G T4
Convention, St. Paul, Minn., Jzober ©

(6334

¢ 1960, he said:

Third, I would support farn rrosrm
which will ralse farm Income to full parit
levels as soon as It is feasible to dc so. B
parity income, I mean an Incom¢ which wii
give average farm producers a retiirn on bire:
farming investment, their labor and tie:.
managerial effort equal to the r-turos fns
are earned by comparable resour -es in oifie
industries.

That, of course, was anoth v pron:is
which falls far short when a.casure
against performance.

As to the parity principle a; 2 bedine:
of farm policy, let me point o that [}
present tobacco price suppori wrograi:.
which is generally cited as a »aragon ¢
virtue by advocates of “supplv manage
ment” or controls for agriculture is base::
on a formula apart and disuiret frog:
the parity formula, It is a frmula 6s
signed to prevent a rise in to avco pric
supports. It is a frozen ceili vz on suy
port prices. Measured in ternrs ¢f pa- it
tobacco supports are now in th: lovw o
range.

Another recant example ¢ ¢
ministration = abandoning ihe
principle is found in the ped Yire
bill which calls for substanti:] : u?
sidies to textile mills. Unde - e it
of that legislation the price upport 1.
cotton would in future year: re lone:
be related to parity, but wowl t 1+ e
the cost of production.

WHAT IS HAPPENINCGY

During this session of Co
one major farm hill, a 2-yea:

s Al
neri .
o

A EEER O
el



‘f!r:. a%W.a £l B TN e & . B
Jgeeall how hastily it was forced

- suade wheat farmers to yote “right” in
last May’s referendum, .

“As things turned out this last-minute
effort which prevented. the Sgnate from
even cdrrécting a typographical error

' was 65 padally fuplle he the manthe of
high-pressure sales tactics used by, Sec-
retary Freeman and the Department of

Agriculture, fo, promote the certificate .

Wheat plan, .. .

‘As B result of numerous abuses, the
Secretary was legislatively scolded by the
gguse and Senate Appropriations Comi-

tices with the Sepaje adding this,lan-
guage to the fiscal.year 1964 appropria-
tions b111: e pnoo g

Provided further, That mo part of the
- funds appropriated or made_ayailable under
this Act shall be used, (1) to influence the
vote, In any referendum; (2) to influence
agricultural legislation except as permitted
in 18 U.8,C, 1913; or (3) for salaries por other
expenses .Of members, of ,county .and com-
munity commiltees established pursuant to
section 8(b) of the Soll Conseryatjon and
. Domestlc, Allotment,_Act, as gmengded, far
enpaging In any activities other than ad-
visory and supervisory duties and delegated
program functions prescribed in adminis-
trative regulations.

PSR RTINS T
. A8 a result of further congressional
disepproyal, the Secretary also withdrew
the loyalty pledge that he had required
of all farmer-elected committeemen,
In spite of all the high-pressure tactics
8 majority of wheat farmers voted down
the strict control plan designed for them
by Messrs. Kennedy, Cochrane, and Free-
man. S L
Prior to the referendum many. wheat
Btate Members of Congress began to
work on g consiructive alternative tq the
gdministration’s . “rule or ruin” plan.
After the referendum’s. dgfeat, qver 50
wheat bills were introduced in Congyess,
but up to the present time the adminis-
‘tration has remained adamant in refus-
ing to consider remedial wheat legislation
while preferring to let the wheat farmer
“stew in his own juice.”

E (9

The reason most often cited by the
Secretary is that wheat farmers are
divided on a program. That argument,
however, did not dissuade the Secretary
from pushing the 40-year-old, oft reject-
ed, two-price wheat plan through Con-
gress and to a referendum where farm-
ers in only five States found it acceptable,

.~ LIVESTOCK VENDETTA

The administration’s displeasure with
‘Wheat farmers as a result of the refer-
endim is mild compared to the continu-
ing vendetta it is carrying out against
JAlvestock farmers. .

Let us recall for just one moment that

the livestocl 4y, is, by far, free from
e d
- “historica,

been the bulwark of gpposi-
“tlonto the fz flﬁc%?fé’qmiﬁl, schemes of the

New Frontler. ., .. ..

Among other things her,
the things the admini
doing to livestock

'IQE}I_thai@ tife e ke hen, heifer, and hog

Dy i

quotas.

ks @n&@ﬁic&i 1t has

am, has heen en-

ough Congress jn, .an. effort to. per- .

ed F

» BLR. 5400, the administr
farm proposal? .
. It provided:
SUBTITLE C—MARKETING QUOTAS
+ Part VII--Marketing quotas for specified
.. - agricullural commodities
- SEC. 860(a). This part covers any agricul~
tural commodity including but not limited
. to the jollowing: corn, tobacgo, wheat, cot-
ton, rice, peanuts, barley, opts, rye, grain
sérghuins, ~ flaxseed, soybeans, dry edible
“beatis, " grass beeds, vegétables (Including
potatoer), frults, tree nuts ahd seeds, hogs,
i+ aattle, danmib, chicken, turkeys, whole milk,
butterfet, egegs, hops, honey, and gum naval
stores. Any regional or matket classifica-

on’s

tion, type or grade of any agricultural com-

modlty covered by this part may be treated
‘ar @' separbte “Tofnmodity” hefeunder.

+ Hpppily, this provisipn was rejected
by Congress. .

. Secand. Do. vou remember section 440
of H.R. 10010, the administration’s 1962
farm proposal? .

It provided:
- SUTTITLE c—DaIRY

L, . Reports and recorgs

..SEC. 410. Each first processor and producer
shall kecp .sueh records for such period of
tizne. apd shall make such reports as the
S¢cretary shall prescribe for the purposes of
ARis subtitle. Lhe Secretary is hereby au-
[Qoried tq exgiajne such, rgeorgds  an
oA e‘r i%co?dsx?} a‘ééohit's, ' d%%urlglenﬁgzd :ﬁg
-osher papers which he has reason to believe
Lle pelevani for the purposes of this sub-
Lifle ang whick are in the custody or control
~of such jirst prgcegsor or prodycer. Any per-
son failing to make any report or keep any
‘réeoid &% refjuired by ‘the Secrelary, pursuant
10 this "subtitle. shall be guilty of a mis-
wsmeaner and, voon conviction thereof, shall
b punishet by a fine of not more than
$4,000 of by imprisonment for pot more than
1 Year, or both.

+Happily, this provision too was
-rejected by Congress, but a proposal to
imprison a dairy farmer in a Federal
penitensiary for failing to keep a record
or for refusing to let a Federal official
#noop about his personal records or any
other material deemed relevant by the
Secretary would seem preposterous had
it-not been recommended by the Presi-
dent of the United States.

“Third. Do you remember H.R. 6491

and H.E. 7154, the administration’s 1963
proposals on land retirement?
- ‘I'hese bills would have removed the $10
miilion ceiling on the cropland conver-
sien pregram and allowed unrestrained
grazing of new cropland as well as on the
formerly idle land coming out of the
SFpplpIgl reserve program, . Needless to
say, thiz would mean a severe hardship
Jor all livestogk farmers, if Government
supsidiged grazing were. allowed.

Fourth. Do you realize the extent of
livestock. imports at thig tigne? |

Faur _hundred and eighty-one million
dallars’ worth_of meat products were im-
parted into.the United States in 1962, and
1963 .imports are running at the same
bigh rate. L )

= = .dmports of boneless beef ami veal, for
. example, bave risen from. 88 million

pounds jn 1957 to 819 million pounds in

P s o oo A362-af dncrgipse of 1,000 percent. The
JSIAAdQD propesed, in. .

Oglober, 28, isgpe of the USPA publica-
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U.8. imports of red me: t in the o B

Kugust period of 1963 t taed $20 i
. pounds, up 18 percent fr¢:n the sum
last year.

U.8. imports of bonele s beef. th
category, rose by 20 perc rt bo 605
pounds, and those of cani.ed meat b ahi . :
50 percent to 756 million p¢ s

Nine sghips left Australia during ih-
of September, with 27,301, 20 pour &
403,200 pounds of muttor. 51,520 po
lamb, and 24,640 pounds ¢ ¢ variet: -
the Unlted States.

‘Meat shipments fo the "mited Sua:
New Zealand totaled 203 oi‘ben
the 1l-month period beg rring ¢
1962. Beef and veal accou ted for 94 1.
of these shipments.

Many livestock produc ers wislii o !
administration would de v as o b
fort to control harmfil and ex s
Imports as it does to controii -
American farmer,

In spite of this seriou: situat:>r
Ing is being done to stoy it

Fifth. Do you remembsar the «
war in the European C wnmon I
That is st going on a::d we sre
it. . The Europeans hale made 1.
concessions and they ha: e, in fact,
U.S. pork levies from 9.5 to 20 pere
valorem and have raise¢ U S, lerd
from 1.6 cents a pounc to 4.6 ¢
pound, thus substantiall 7 reducing :
exports to Europe.

I am sorry to see the hostile a

that this administration has agayt t &
livestock industry which is of such - rir
importance to our Natior ’s agrical 1.
WHERE ARE WE: U NG?
The farm program is I cading fo 1

unless something is done ¢t
into sensible perspective Tk
simple fact is, Mr. 8p aker,
bresent crazy-quilt price suppor

control program held {ngethe T
Freeman was born in flepressor
tured in war and is no ir a fa o
position.

The change from rura! to urkal

inance of both the natior al Clony :
the State legislatures is becomin: ne
and more pronounced,

If farmers of the 1960 5 end 197

going to continue to provide Ame

and the world with food wnd fibor, 1

concept of abundance mast be ior e
We must forget the ociishres tn

the New Frontier espouses on a: iv:
ture. Ski lifts and sncw machi:-
nanced by subsidized Go . etranent
31 farms for every U.S. Duparim

Agriculture bureaucrst, and on! 1
acres out of a 140,000-aci & ¢croplun:
version program sold to ths publ as
recreation activity are but & few ¢ i
wastes and extravaganc:s shat m
curtailed if the general public ar
Congress are ever to loo: on fern

5 RN 4
billion-dollar boondoggle

In coneclusion, Mr. Spe: ker, I ¢al:
all segments and shades 0. oninicn i
the agricultural commut ity to iy i
mediate attention to a sound an
tional farm program. The Reniec oo
ministration, having comoicte cont
Congress, has the voter to brin
aboyt. The regponsibit fur the
ment of sound and real stic farm

tion, “Foreign Agriculture,” also shows grams, therefore, shoujd € ninced  u
‘ ‘ﬁh'sefﬁgfuré:s for 1963: _ it. belongs. . . . . )
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